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REMARKS 

Claims 1-40 are currently pending. Claims 1-40 are rejected. Claims 1-5, 7-1 1, 13, 19, 
25-31, 33, 39, and 40 have been amended. Claims 12 and 32 have been cancelled. No new 
matter has been added. Any rejection with new art should be a non-final rejection. 

Examiner Interview 

On September 28, 2006 an Examiner Interview was conducted via telephone. The 
invention and the rejection to the claims were discussed. During the interview the Examiner 
indicated his belief that the claims were to broad. Applicants would like to thank the Examiner 
for taking the time to discuss the application. 

Claim Amendments 

The claims have been amended to clarify that the invention deals with controlling usage 
of a network based on the identity of an authenticated user. The claims have also been amended 
to recite storing or means for storing the created packet rules, service abstractions, and role 
abstractions. Claims 12 and 32 have been cancelled as the subject matter of these dependent 
claims has been included in their respective independent claims. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1-3, and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
2003/0021283 to See et al. (hereinafter "See"). 

Claim 1 is independent and claims 2, 3, and 5 depend from claim 1 . As claims 2, 3, and 
5 depend from amended claim 1 , they incorporate each and every element of amended claim 1 . 
Claim 1 has been amended to clarify that the method is directed to controlling usage of a 
network based on the identity of an authenticated user and the service abstractions are associated 
with the authenticated user. Steps of storing the created packet rules and service abstractions 
were also added. Claims 2, 3, and 5 have been amended to agree with the amendment to claim 
1. 
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See fails to disclose each and every element of claims 1-3 and 5. Specifically, See fails 
to disclose controlling usage of network resources based on the identity of an authenticated user 
wherein one or more of the service abstractions are associated with an authenticated user of the 
communications network. This is not a concept disclosed in See. The ability to control use 
based on the identity of an authenticated user provides a level of flexibility not considered by 
See. See only considers managing based on the device or element. In contrast, the present 
invention controls based on a user regardless of device or element being used by the user. That 
is, the present invention allows the possibility of multiple users using a device or element. In 
See, the controlling of usage is based on the host computer. See does not consider the possibility 
that different users, having different privileges on the network, may be using the host computer. 
In See control is only based on the host computer and can not be changed based on the user of 
the host computer. The present invention overcomes this limitation by controlling usage based 
on the identity of the user. Thus, it does not matter what device the user uses to access the 
network because control is based on the user not the device. As such, See fails to disclose each 
and every element of claims 1-3 and 5. 

In view of the above amendments and arguments, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejection to claims 1-3, and 5 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) be removed and the claims passed to 
allowance. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over See in view of 
Nessett (5,968,176). Claims 7-9, 11-12, 27-29 and 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over See in view of Azarmi (5,905,715). Claims 10 and 30 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over See in view of Azarmi and further in view of 
Nessett. Claims 13-18 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
See in view of Nessett. Claims 19-24 and 33-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable oversee in view of Nessett and further in view of Azarmi. Claim 26 is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being patentable over See. 
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Claim 4 

The combination of See with Nessett fails to teach or suggest each and every element of 
claim 4. Claim 4 depends indirectly from amended claim 1 and as such incorporates each and 
every element of amended claim 1 . For the same reasons as set forth above in regard to the 35 
U.S.C. 102 rejection, See fails to teach or suggest every element of claim 4. Specifically, See 
fails to teach or suggest controlling usage of network resources based on the identity of an 
authenticated user wherein one or more of the service abstractions are associated with an 
authenticated user of the communications network. 

As discussed above the present invention controls usage of the network resource based 
on the user of the network system. This is not a concept disclosed in See. The ability to control 
use based on the user provides a level of flexibility not considered by See. See only considers 
managing based on the device or element. In contrast, the present invention controls based on a 
user regardless of device or element being used by the user. See discloses associating policies 
with a device. See does not disclose associating a service abstraction with an authenticated user 
who could be operating any number of possible devices. The addition of Nessett fails to cure 
this deficiency. As such, the combination See with Nessett fails to teach or suggest each and 
every element of claim 4. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claim 4 is 
not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claim under 35 U.S.C. 103 be 
removed and the claim passed to allowance. 

Claims 7-9 and 11-12 

The combination of See with Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of 
claims 7-9 and 11-12. Claims 7-9 and 11-12 depend indirectly from amended claim 1 and as 
such incorporate each and every element of amended claim 1. Claim 12 has been cancelled. For 
the same reasons as set forth above in regard to the 35 U.S.C. 102 rejection, See fails to teach or 
suggest every element of claims 7-9 and 1 1 . Specifically, See fails to teach or suggest 
controlling usage of network resources based on the identity of an authenticated user wherein 
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one or more of the service abstractions are associated with an authenticated user of the 
communications network. 

As discussed above the present invention controls usage of the network resource based 
on the user of the network system. This is not a concept disclosed in See. The ability to control 
use based on the user provides a level of flexibility not considered by See. See only considers 
managing based on the device or element. In contrast, the present invention controls based on a 
user regardless of device or element being used by the user. See discloses associating policies 
with a device. See does not disclose associating a service abstraction with an authenticated user 
who could be operating any number of possible devices. The addition of Azarmi fails to cure 
this deficiency. As such, the combination See with Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and 
every element of claims 7-9 and 1 1 . 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 7-9 
and 1 1 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 
103 be removed and the claims passed to allowance. 

Claims 27-29 and 31-32 

Of these claims, claim 27 is independent. Claims 28-29 and 31-32 depend from claim 27 
and as such incorporate each and every element of claim 27. Claim 32 has been cancelled. The 
combination of See with Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of claims 27- 
29 and 3 1 . Specifically, the combination of See and Azarmi fails to teach or suggest controlling 
usage of network resources based on the identity of an authenticated user wherein one or more of 
the service abstractions are associated with an authenticated user of the communications 
network. 

The present invention, as set forth in claims 27-29 and 3 1 is directed to controlling use of 
network resources based on the user of the communication networks. In the specific case of 
claims 27-29 and 3 1 there is a focus on the role of the user in the communication network. That 
is the role of the user affect the use of the communication network the user is granted. For 
example, if the communication network was a university network, the role of a user may be as 
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an undergraduate student, a graduate student, a professor, staff, or a system administrator. Each 
of these roles may be provided with a different level of usage on the network. As such the role 
of the user is represented by a role abstraction including a set of one or more packet rules. This 
is a concept that is not suggested or taught in either See or Azarmi. As such, the combination 
See with Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of claims 27-29 and 31. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 27- 
29 and 3 1 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 
103 be removed and the claims passed to allowance. 

Claims 10 and 30 

The combination of See with Azarmi and Nessett fails to teach or suggest each and every 
element of claims 10 and 30. Claims 10 and 30 depend from claims 8 and 28 which in turn 
depend from claims 1 and 27, respectively, and as such incorporate each and every element of 
their respective claims from which they depend. 

As discussed above with regard to claims 7-9, 11-2, 27-29 and 31-32, the combination of 
See and Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of claims 1 and 27 from which 
claims 10 and 30 depend. Thus the combination of See and Azarmi fail to teach each and every 
element of claims 10 and 30. The addition of Nessett fails to cure this deficiency. As such, the 
combination of See, Nessett, and Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of 
claims 10 and 30. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 10 
and 30 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 
103 be removed and the claims passed to allowance. 

Claims 13-18 and 25 

Claims 13 and 25 are independent. Claims 14-18 depend from claim 13. Claims 13 and 
25 have been amended clarify that usage of the network is controlled based on the identity of an 
authenticated user and the one or more service abstraction are associated with an authenticated 
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user. As claims 14-17 depend from amended claim 13, they incorporate each and every element 
of amended claim 13. 

The combination of See and Nessett fails to teach or suggest each and every element of 
claims 13-17 and 25. Specifically, See and Nessett fail to teach or suggest creating one or more 
service abstractions wherein the one or more service abstractions are associated with an 
autheticated user of the communication network. 

As discussed above the present invention controls usage of the network resource based 
on the user of the network system. This is not a concept disclosed in See. The ability to control 
use based on the user provides a level of flexibility not considered by See. See only considers 
managing based on the device or element. In contrast, the present invention controls based on a 
user regardless of device or element being used by the user. See discloses associating policies 
with a device. See does not disclose associating a service abstraction with an authenticated user 
who could be operating any number of possible devices. The addition of Nessett fails to cure 
this deficiency. As such, the combination See with Nessett fails to teach or suggest each and 
every element of claim 13-17 and 25. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 13- 
17 and 25 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 
103 be removed and the claim passed to allowance. 

Claims 19-24 

The combination of See with Nessett and Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every 
element of claims 19-24. Specifically the combination of references fails to teach or suggest 
controlling usage of network resources based on the identity of an authenticated user wherein 
one or more of the service abstractions are associated with an authenticated user of the 
communications network. 

Claims 19-24 depend from claim 13 and as such incorporate each and every element of 
claim 13. As discussed above in regard to claim 13, the combination of See and Nessett does 
not teach or suggest controlling usage of network resources based on the identity of an 
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authenticated user wherein one or more of the service abstractions are associated with an 
authenticated user of the communications network. The addition of Azarmi does not cure this 
deficiency. Likewise, as set forth in regard to claim 7-9 above, the combination of See with 
Azarmi fails to teach or suggest role abstractions representing a role of a user with respect to the 
communication network. The addition of Nessett fails to cure this deficiency. As such the 
combination of See with Nessett and Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and every element of 
claims 19-24. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 19- 
24 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 be 
removed and the claim passed to allowance. 

Claims 33-40 

Of these claims, claims 33, 39 and 40 are independent. Claims 34-38 depend from claim 
33 and as such incorporate each and every element of claim 33. As discussed above, in regard to 
claims 27-29 and 3 1-32, the combination of See with Azarmi fails to teach or suggest each and 
every element of claims 27-29 and 3 1-32. Specifically, the combination of See and Azarmi fails 
to teach or suggest creating one or more role abstractions associated with an authenticated user 
wherein each role abstraction represents a role of an authenticated user with respect to the 
communication network. 

The present invention, as set forth in claims 33-40 is directed to controlling use of 
network resources based on the user of the communication networks. In the specific case of 
claims 33-40 there is a focus on the role of the user in the communication network. That is the 
role of the user affect the use of the communication network the user is granted. For example, if 
the communication network was a university network, the role of a user may be as an 
undergraduate student, a graduate student, a professor, staff, or a system administrator. Each of 
these roles may be provided with a different level of usage on the network. As such the role of 
the user is represented by a role abstraction including a set of one or more packet rules. This is a 
concept that is not suggested or taught in either See or Azarmi. The addition of Nessett fails to 
cure this deficiency. As such, the combination See with Nessett and Azarmi fails to teach or 
suggest each and every element of claims 33-40. 
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In view of the above arguments, Applicants submit that the subject matter of claims 33- 
40 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103 be 
removed and the claims passed to allowance. 

Claim 26 

See fails to disclose each and every element of amended claim 26. For the same reasons 
as set forth above in regard to the 35 U.S.C. 102 rejection, See fails to teach or suggest every 
element of amended claim 26. Specifically, See fails to teach or suggest controlling usage of 
network resources based on the identity of an authenticated user wherein one or more of the 
service abstractions are associated with an authenticated user of the communications network. 

As discussed above the present invention controls usage of the network resource based 
on the user of the network system. This is not a concept discussed in See. The ability to control 
use based on the user provides a level of flexibility not considered by See. See only considers 
managing based on the device or element. In contrast, the present invention controls based on a 
user regardless of device or element being used by the user. See discloses associating policies 
with a device. See does not disclose associating a service abstraction with a user who could be 
operating any number of possible devices. As such, the See fails to teach or suggest each and 
every element of claim 26. 

In view of the above amendments and arguments, Applicants submit that the subject 
matter of claim 26 is not obvious and respectfully request that the rejection to the claim under 35 
U.S.C. 103 be removed and the claim passed to allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this statement. However, if a fee is due, please 
charge our Deposit Account No. 12-0080, under Order No. ENB-012 from which the 
undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: September 29, 2006 Respectfully submitted, 




Registration No. : 5 1 , 1 46 
LAHIVE & COCKFIELD, LLP 
28 State Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109 
(617) 227-7400 
(617) 742-4214 (Fax) 
Attorney/Agent For Applicant 
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